Abstract
Introduction
The complex dimension of social entrepreneurial (SE) activities results from the two major meanings associated with the concept, a broad one that takes into account "individuals who are starting or currently leading any kind of activity, organization or initiative that has a particularly social, environmental or community objective", and a narrow one, with two clear indications/ restrictions stating "that this activity, organization or initiative (i) prioritizes social and environmental value over financial value; and (ii) operates in the market by producing goods and services" (Bosma, Schøtt, Terjesen, & Kew, 2016, p. 5) . SE is the result of the decisions and actions of social entrepreneurs, namely those who initiate or lead different forms of manifestation of social entrepreneurship. Their main mission is to create social value by providing solutions to the social problems concerned without, however, denying or diminishing the economic value, the On-line Journal Modelling the New Europe Issue no. 27/2018 161 latter being crucial for the sustainability of the organizational entity in question, respectively for the creation of social value (Dacin, Dacin, & Tracey, 2011 , pp. 1204 , 1025 . The entrepreneur's central role (his/her individual qualities, motivation, knowledge, etc.) is complemented by the process followed to become an entrepreneur, which is strongly conditioned by formal and informal institutions (Veciana & Urbano, 2008) .
In Romania, the social economy sector is experiencing a steady growth if we compare the figures for the period 2014 -2015 (European Economic and Social Committee, 2017 with those from the Social Economy Atlas published in 2014, but with 2012 being the reference year (Barna, 2014) , to which we add information from various studies published by organizations and foundations supporting this sector (Damaschin Țecu, 2010; Ashoka Romania, 2018) . Regarding the main actors of social entrepreneurship, the current situation has not much changed since 2014, when the non-profit sector was the main actor in this area (Mateescu, 2014, p. 56) . The adoption of the Law on Social Economy (Parlamentul României, 2015) is an important step in the development of social entrepreneurship in our country, the lack of a clear legal and regulatory framework being an important challenge mentioned by most stakeholders in the sector (Damaschin-Țecu & Etchart, 2016, p. 9) . Moreover, there is an increasing commitment of the private sector towards SE, as important private entities are financing the social economy and social enterprises (Damaschin-Țecu & Etchart, 2016, p. 13 ).
Main research objectives
The present study is exploratory and consists of desk research, the secondary sources originating from academic literature, the official EU documents, reports and studies published by civil society, interviews with social entrepreneurs (already published), legislation, and sites of the entities that are involved in social entrepreneurship. The purpose of this study is to analyze the challenges faced by social entrepreneurship, given the environmental factors and the components of the social economy ecosystem. Entrepreneurs, and implicitly social entrepreneurs, act in a context determined by institutions which "consist of the formal and informal rules of the games" (Boettke & Coyne, 2009, p. 135) . The approach of Douglas North (1990) is recognized to be used to study macroeconomic issues (Richter, 2005, p. 171) , our interest being to study social entrepreneurship by taking into account environmental factors, considering the challenges they appreciated that "entrepreneurship research based on institutional theory is a promising field of research" (Veciana & Urbano, 2008, pp. 365, 373) . According to this approach the autonomous actor dimension of the entrepreneur entering into a series of transactions, that constitute entrepreneurship, is complemented by the process of becoming an entrepreneur, which is highly conditioned by formal and informal institutions. We identify here the two major dimensions of entrepreneurship, on one hand the mindset dimension (also comprising capacity) and on the other hand the action (or process) dimension, both being essential to its success in the market (Racolța-Paina, 2016, pp. 44-45) .
The assessment made in 2008 has come true, with many studies being published in the following years (Meek, Pacheco, & York, 2010; Tolbert, David, & Sine, 2010; Stenholm, Acs, & Wuebker, 2013; Bylund & McCaffrey, 2017; Gümüsay, 2018) . Researchers interested in the field of social entrepreneurship have the opportunity to examine the assumptions and valuable results of entrepreneurial theories, in general to apply them in the context of their field of interest (Dacin, Dacin, & Matear, 2010, p. 37) . As a result, the institutional approach has also been applied in the field of social entrepreneurship (Urbano, Toledano, & Soriano, 2010; Ferri & Urbano, 2010; Díaz Casero, Almodóvar González, Sánchez Escobedo, Coduras Martínez, & Hernández Mogollón, 2013; Dorado & Ventresca, 2013) . All of the above are solid arguments for building our present study.
Social entrepreneurship -content, actors and environmental factors
SE, defined as a phenomenon (Silva & Poza, 2016) , an economic process (Douglas, 2010) or a set of contextual and contingent activities, is the subject of various interpretative analyzes and measurements (Huybrechts & Nicholls, 2012, p. 31) , hence the numerous existing definitions and approaches. As a result, the confusion related to the meaning of SE and its forms in different countries (Witkamp, Royakkers, & Raven, 2011) (Hoogendoorn, 2016, p. 279) . SE and its associated activities seek solutions to various structural problems (such as poverty, unemployment and social exclusion), problems that "go hand in hand" (Reianu, 2015, p. 14) . Therefore, solutions are coming rather from civil society than the government or the business sector (Zoehrer, 2017, p. 8) . The social entrepreneur is "a missiondriven individual who uses a set of entrepreneurial behaviours to deliver a social value to the less privileged, all through an entrepreneurially oriented entity that is financially independent, selfsufficient, or sustainable" (Abu-Saifan, 2012, p. 25) . The social entrepreneur establishes and develops entities, the so-called social entrepreneurship organizations (SEOs), which aim at creating social value by using business principles, reflected in a new framework (Schmidt & Carsten, 2014) . SEOs are found both in the non-profit sector (in the case of non-governmental organizations that create social value and are self-sustaining) and in the for-profit sector, the latter having a social purpose, simultaneously carrying out social and commercial entrepreneurial activities to be sustainable (Abu-Saifan, 2012) . From a statistical perspective, given their number and social impact, the broadest category of SEOs consists of non-profit non-governmental organizations (usually called NGOs), including both organizations and foundations (Bibu et al, 2012 quoted by Bibu, Lisetchi, & Nastase, 2016 . In turn, they are a part of the so-called "third sector" or "non-profit sector", which in the Central and Eastern European countries embeds all types of civil society activities with a permanent or formal structure, "including The development of entrepreneurship, and implicitly of social enterprises, involves the existence of entrepreneurship ecosystems consisting of several individual elements that combine in a complex way, the general areas being culture, politics and leadership, finance, human capital, markets, support (Isenberg, 2010, p. 41) . Therefore, "the environment and 'ecosystem' of the social economy is a major factor that can facilitate the development of social economy entities or can constitute an external barrier to them" (European Economic and Social
Committee, 2017, p. 7). Entrepreneurial ecosystems (EE) are "combinations of social, political, economic, and cultural elements within a region that support the development and growth of innovative startups and encourage nascent entrepreneurs and other actors to take the risks of starting, funding, and otherwise assisting high-risk ventures" (Spiegel, 2015, p. 50) . From the perspective of the authors in the fields of entrepreneurship and organizational theories, the interest in EE addresses issues such as the availability of financial capital for funding; the existence of support entities -such as business incubators and accelerators, the existence of certain workforce characteristics and cultures in which the risk assumption and innovation are encouraged, and failure is accepted (Roundy, 2017, p. 4) .
In the context of SE being perceived as a "process resulting from the continuous interaction between social entrepreneurs and the context in which they and their activities are embedded" (Mair & Martí, 2006, p. 40) it is necessary to resort to institutional theory, knowing that "institutions matter, the relationship between institutional structure and economic behavior requires attention, the determinants of institutions can be analyzed with the aid of economic theory" (Richter, 2005, p. 161 ). North's approach (1990), according to which institutions are "formal and informal rules governing human behaviour" (North, 1990 (North, , 1991 (2010) refer to support mechanisms for promoting social enterprises, their existence facilitating the implementation of SE, and by informal institutions they refer to social networks used to attract human resources, rather than financial resources, the latter being provided by formal institutions (Urbano, Toledano, & Soriano, 2010, p. 65) . In terms of attracting financial resources, the SME sector has to cope with major financial constraints (Racolța-Paina & Burcă-Voicu, 2013, p. 31).
The social entrepreneurship education model consists of two parts, namely one in which students are taught "about" entrepreneurship and SE (focusing on identifying opportunities, social opportunities, types of social businesses, etc.), respectively the second, where the students are coached for these activities, and they are taught entrepreneurship and SE (aimed at developing entrepreneurial skills, more precisely those who "bridge competing social-welfare, commercial and public-sector logics") (Pache & Chowdhury, 2012, p. 500). As "entrepreneurship education has to start in the primary schools .., …, entrepreneurship is above all a mindset." (Duma, 2014, p. 71), we believe that, at this level, the first steps towards SE education can be made. At European Union level, social entrepreneurship is approached together with social economy, given the multitude of definitions and meanings of these concepts, both in the literature and at the level of public discourse (European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, 2013, p. 7). Social economy, as an activity, is linked to four major categories of organizations, namely cooperatives, mutual societies, associations and foundations, whose historical roots are given by "the response of the most vulnerable and defense less social groups, through self-help organisations, to the new living conditions created by the development of industrial society in the 18th and 19th centuries" (CIRIEC, Centre of Research and Information on the Public, 2012, p. 14). The development of the social economy sector takes place in the "space left" by the governmental and market sectors, given that there are social needs that are not enough or adequately solved by the private capitalist or public sectors, respectively "for which no easy solution is to be found through self-adjusting markets or traditional macroeconomic policy" (CIRIEC, Centre of Research and Information on the Public, 2012, p. SE is a complex and diverse phenomenon, considering its three levels of manifestation,
i.e. macro -through processes and policies on societal change (social innovation), meso -the operational mechanisms of organizations that have a social purpose (social enterprises) and micro -given by individual actions of social entrepreneurs (Douglas, Rogers, & Lorenzetto, 2014) .
Steps forward towards the development of social entrepreneurship in Romania
By referring to the Social Scoreboard indicators (European Commission, 2017) , an undesirable reality is Romania's inclusion in the "critical situation" category (indicators are much worse than average, and either not improving sufficiently fast or deteriorating further) for four of the five indicators of the large domain "equal opportunities and access to labor market", respectively three of the four area indicators "public support / social protection and exclusion" (European Commission, 2018, p. 19) . (See Table 1 ) (which must be social and/ or in the general interest of the community), the allocation of profits achieved (at least 90% of which will be allocated for the social purpose and statutory reserve), the way of submitting the assets left after winding-up (which will be made to one or more social enterprises) and the application of the social equity principle towards the employees (regarding the salary levels, between which there can be no differences that exceed the ratio of 1 to 8) (Parlamentul României, 2015, pp. 3-4) . The effects of this law can be seen, even if at a lower rate than desired, in 103 certified social enterprises, in 34 counties being registered in the Single positive, if we relate to the situation from 4 years ago, when "a major challenge perceived by stakeholders is the lack of a clear legal and regulatory framework for social enterprises" (Etchart, Iancu, Rosandić, Mocanu, & Paclea, 2014, p. 6) . However, the social economy sector is evolving and, as a consequence, the needs of social entrepreneurs evolve as well. As a result, they mention the lack of a favorable legislative framework (mentioned by 31% of the study participants), the aspects mentioned being the improvement of the fiscal framework, the definition of terms and the decrease of bureaucracy (Ashoka Romania, 2018, p. 32 ).
The ESF has had a significant impact on the development of social enterprises in finance is mentioned as the greatest challenge (aspect mentioned by 22 of the 40 social entrepreneurs participating at the study), whether it is public financing, considered low, nonstrategic and uninterrupted, or private financing, often seen as uncertain, with possible changes in the interest of the financiers (Ashoka Romania, 2018, p. 29) .
Regarding the involvement of private companies in SE, the concept of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has evolved over the past ten years, and more advanced companies are beginning to believe that philanthropy and CSR activities are somewhat overrated and focused more on marketing than on a sustainable social impact (Damaschin-Țecu & Etchart, 2016, p. 13 ).
According to this study, companies are increasingly embracing the concept of "social investment", starting to look at how they can incorporate social and environmental impacts into their core business and investment. We note that Romania CSR Index follows the social, The development of social entrepreneurship education has as a starting point a number of projects, carried out or in progress, financed from European funds or by private companies, aimed at developing this field (at both curricula and ecosystem level). We mention the Social Enterprise 360 Project that was developed with the help of a strategic partnership with participants from 8 countries (target groups being teachers and high school directors, high school students, entrepreneurs, experts, media, public and private networks supporting entrepreneurship education in schools), co-funded through the Erasmus + program, which took place in the period 2014 -2016 . Among the objectives of this project, we note the following: the creation of a social entrepreneurship curriculum for high school, respectively the creation of an ecosystem for social entrepreneurship inside and outside school, and the exploitation of learning, objectives leading to a favorable framework for a SE education, at the level of high school students. The project Social Innovation Relay (SIR) is also addressed to high school students, and it consists of organizing a competition of innovative business concepts based on social needs or issued, the project being developed at the level of several countries, being carried out in partnership with the NN Group (JA Romania, n.d.). For example, 3300 students and 109 teachers from 131 high schools in Romania participated at the 2018 edition, the competition being between 125 of them, and the 20 winning teams beneficiated of free mentoring and consultancy from 11 NN volunteers, to propose and develop entrepreneurial and social innovation projects (JA Romania, 2018) . These projects that aim at educating young people on social entrepreneurship in the context of a good perception of SE in Romania, "social enterprises are seen by the general public and key stakeholders (government, non-profits, social entrepreneurs) as a way to promote economic and social inclusion" (Etchart, Iancu, Rosandić, Mocanu, & Paclea, 2014, p. 1) lead to a positive overall framework for the development of SE.
Other challenges that social entrepreneurs have to deal with are: the lack of know-how resulting in a lack of experience in social impact measurement, long-term strategies or entrepreneurial and fundraising skills, and collaboration at system level, not just on projects (Ashoka Romania, 2018, p. 36) ; access to markets (they are small and fragmented, with limited On-line Journal Modelling the New Europe Issue no. 27/2018 173 marketing capabilities), access to adequately trained employees, a risk-tolerant environment with limited tolerance to failure, which makes the social enterprise bear and manage on its own the excessive costs of innovation, as well as those related to generating and piloting new ideas or products (Damaschin-Țecu & Etchart, 2016, p. 12) . The multitude of challenges is due both to the complexity of the SE domain and to the current situation in Romania, both in terms of social needs and in the context of the elements that influence the process of those interested in activating in the social economy.
Conclusion
SE challenges can be traced from at least two perspectives, one of the entrepreneur (as an individual) -focusing on motivation, qualities, knowledge, training, etc., and the other is the process of becoming an entrepreneur, which is strongly conditioned by formal and informal
institutions. The present study adopts the second perspective, our interest being to identify the SE challenges that are given by the environmental factors and the components of the ecosystem of the social economy, in the general context given by the institutional approach of SE.
A first conclusion is that with respect to the social ecosystem of the social enterprises in Romania, there is a positive evolution, if we relate to the situation in 2014 when there was a poor recognition of the concept of social enterprise, there was no policy framework to support or encourage the creation and development of social enterprises, the access to financial resources and tax incentives was limited, the associations and foundations carrying out economic activities were treated in the same way as commercial ones in terms of administrative burdens and tax regimes (European Commission, 2014, p. 6) .
A second conclusion of the present study is that the major role played by civil society in the development of SE in Romania is still considerable, given the projects developed by the Civil Society Development Foundation (CSDF), NESsT Romania Foundation, Ashoka Romania, etc.
These organizations are active in several strategic directions, such as analyzing the social economy sector by producing and publishing the Social Economy Atlas ( The SE specific legislation in Romania has an important role in the process of becoming a social entrepreneur. Therefore, another conclusion of this study is that the current situation with regard to SE specific legislation is good, if we relate to the situation from 4 years ago when "a major challenge perceived by stakeholders is the lack of a clear legal and regulatory framework for social enterprises" (Etchart, Iancu, Rosandić, Mocanu, & Paclea, 2014, p. 6).
The following conclusion concerns the access to finance, identified as the main challenge by social entrepreneurs in Romania (Etchart, Iancu, Rosandić, Mocanu, & Paclea, 2014; Damaschin-Țecu & Etchart, 2016; Ashoka Romania, 2018) . So, we conclude that the phrase "access to financing as a challenge" refers to a capital market for social enterprises in the start-up phase; the financial instruments dedicated to the social economy sector, such as bridge loans, are in an "early" stage in Romania. The argument is that European funds, which predominate in the financing of social enterprises, through their funding structure, are used only to establish the structures of the social economy, and the following phases of development and sustainability are not taken into account.
A final conclusion of this research is that, once these challenges of SE in Romania are identified, it is necessary to carry out further studies leading to a series of possible solutions, considering the increase of the interest for this field in our country, respectively the development of the social economy sector.
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